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ABSTRAC“
A study exam*ned the accountability systems for

student vritten work set up and cased by twelve junior high school
mathematics teachers. The five dimensions of accountabiljty observed -
(1) clarity of overall work assignments, (2) procedures for
communicating assiqnments and instructions to students, (3) teacher
nonitoring of work in progress, (U) routines for chelking and turning
ir work, and (5) regular academic feedback to students. The
characteristics of the effective teachers were then compared to those
of effective. junior high English teachers. Effective math and English
teachers were in accord in their treatment of assignment due dates

. 4nd were remarkably consistent in enforcing their own individual
rules, Both effective math and BEnglish teachers varied in their
methods for communicating assignments to students, but they were
extremely consistent in efficient studert monitoring technigques.
Pffective teachers. from both disciplines were also. coasistent in
checking assignments regqularly. Two key actions on the part of the
nore effective teachers in both math and English classes followed the
checking period: teachers asked students for their grades and '
recorded them immediately, and they always collected papers to check -
+hemselves, thus holding students accountable for the assignment. -
(Summaries of“aqcountability systems used by two effective math.
teache s, are appended.‘ (HTH)
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While student accountabrlxty fq. work has- been briefly noted as an
w .

important'factor in llassroom m&nagement (Emmgt Evertson, & Anderson, i

vertson, Anderson, & Brophy, Note‘l) 1t has been

addresSed'only minimally. The focus has been chiefly directed towards

studeﬁis verbal participation in recitations and discus31ons. Kounih
(1977) comparei accountability to,his concept of withitness, which he

said referred to teachers' commynicat ing 5o‘studehts "knowledgeability

about behdvior and misbehavior" (p..123). He described accountability

as perdlining to the teacher s communicating awareness of childrqp s
N9
"t ask performances during recitation sessiors" (p. 123). ‘Using;this ..
definitien he found, virtually by defanlt, that holding children ‘ o

acdountable for .their work was-a significant factor in c1assroom v
management only in recitation, as opposed to seatwork settings.

In examining teacher techniques for holding students responsible

~ '

during recitations, Hammersiey (1974) noted that pupils appeared to’

p1ace much importance on this social means of proving their

-

smartness ﬁﬁ Teachers, however, seemed to‘regard written work as the
]
more s1gn1f1canﬂ'knd1cator of student accomplishment. fimilarly, when

. v [

math teachers part1c1pat1ng in the Junior High, Classroom Organization
~,

4

Study (Evertson,rEmmer, & Clements, Note 2)‘~§onducted in 1978, were

asked to’ 1nd1cate relative wexghting of students' class participation

and written work toward gheir final grade, no resppndent indicated 'a

.

. weight ' of more than 13% for class participation. The-average reported

. '
, _—

.,
M)

- weighting for class parmicipation was only 3%, Among English teachers,

~y

- , § .

‘- a . ‘ ¢
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‘no respoqdent 1nd1cated a welght greater than 20% “for class

A}

) 4

part1c1pat1on, "and the average reported*wé1ght1ng was on1y 4, 84.

Wr1tten work was thus‘Used by these math and English teachers as the

.
L]

primary, cr/;er1on to 1nd1cate sz@ent learning, student progress, and
Ay . . — B

' )
vstudént ach1evement. : ' L ‘ - Ve

i Anderson, Evertson, and Emmer (Note 3) distinguished betweea more
. i . . ’ o

/ and 1ess\successfu1 classroom maqggers on the 'basis of several clusters

/ ' ~ : . - . . y ' -

/ rof teacher behaviors. The authors used as criteria for good management
’ Te \ f ) - ¢ ! ’

evidence of "a highzdegree oﬁ)apparent-on-tfsﬁ involvement by the

. PR ! . .o < s .
students with¢a minimum of mlsoehaV1or, and efficient use of class time

’ v

devoted to academic activities" (p;’ﬁ). One cluster of teacher

~

béhav1ors they exam1ned included those that commun1cate%;to students

the-"purposefulness'and meaningfulness of academice activities" (p. 8).

)
v - . -

These'teacher behaviors were involved with holding students uccountable
= . . - \

~ oy

for their}gcademic work, including writt®tn work. The authors noted{
R :

* that this emphasis on accountzzility and purpose'bybthe more ‘successful

.managers apparently gave stud .ts'a raason to maintain a high task

.

orientation and to complete required tasks'cons%stently. ‘More

i
i

" successful managers appeared to provide an appropriate.quantity of work,

. . L . 1,‘ B

for the students; work for which'tney couldpreasonably be held
¥

accountable, and work that the students cou1d complete with a'h1gh

degree of success.‘ .
Worsham and Evertson (Note 4) analyzed accountability systems for
: ) ' T o M S
written work of 14 more and less effective junior high school English™’

teachers included'}n the Junior High Olaséroom Organization Study

(JHCOS). Accountability systems were defined as routines and

o

’

procedures teachers¥institute for establishing and maintaindng-étudent-]
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responsibility for writﬁen work. They identified five dfmensionp which

distinguished the systems of the more effective from the less effective

managers in English classes. These: were: ¢

1) Clarity of overall work requirements; ‘
. ¥
. v A
2) Procedures for communicating assignments and instructions to

‘

_ ‘
3) Teacher monitoring of work in progress;

4) Routines for checking and turning in work;

a .

5)_ Regular academic feedback to students.

) .
they used consistently to de

\

The authors found that more effective manéfej>;had clear m_ethods'that~

al with each of—these five di@gnsions.

" Furthermoref these teachers organized and carried out behavior )

: : . .4 -
management systemd such that students' attention was kept focused on

academic tasks. ' : '

.

Most'pf\the less effective managers, in contrast, did not have a

comprehensive accountability system designed to dﬁgr with each of the . (

five dimensions. ' Several of these teachers whd had designed a °

_ relatively ébmplete system had such problems with behavior managgmeht

that student accountability for written work became, of minor concern,

and relevant accountability procedures were only sporadically carried

& . . . v
out, . e T »fL
The authors acknowledged the difficultigs involved in attempting
to separate éffectively designed and funcqion%ng accountability systems

o :
from classroom behaVior management. ' They concluded, however, that

comprehensive.accountgbilityfsystems for written work are, in - :

4 @ \

~fﬁemse1ves, positively related to effective classroom management and \'

A 4 -

' \
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that furthFr‘study is needed to identify th;\ingrehients of these * .

. systems relevant to various,icademic subjects and classroom tasks.’ = )u_
~ $ ! . -
‘Objectives of the Study '/ . o ‘
I o» o : 3 ’ .
. . r . '
) " The present study examined accountability systems for written

/ /
* f . " T
work, set up and used by 12 junior high school*matg'teachers.

. Accountability systems were defined as routines and procedures designed

/" to promote student responsibility for written work. The systeﬁs were > .-

seen tir;é 3?c1es of events and patterned behavidrs following the

sequence of academic activities from day'to day., Characteristically
' B 7

'
L

beginning with teachers making assignments and. giving instructions to P
students, the observed accountability systems also involved the process °
‘ . . d . R N
'of $tudents working on and completing assignments, and ended with b

teachers delivering academic feedback to students. These systémspﬁsré

\

analyzed and described, and systems of effective math teachers were

compared and contrasted with those used by gffeétive English teachers.

Methods -

Analyses of the JHCOS data for 26 math teachers included ?4

~

identification of subsamples consisting of six more and six less -

effective teachers, Selection criteria included indicators ofteacher
; k ) .

classroom management skills, student cooperation and on-task behaviors,

and adjusted student achievement gains (EQertson, Anderson, Anderson&/&

- ) N

- -

‘Brophy, 1980).

-

To delineate accountability systems of target math teachers,
: : . <
- narratives of'observations taken during the first 3 weeks of school

were read blindﬁ i.e., without knowledge of which were the more and

-~
-

which were the less effective math teachers." Teaching behaviors

described infthe narratives that seemed relevant to promoting student

<y v

2 N
O
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. 3 ° . '
been in based on criteria for effective teaching.

more and less effective groups; T:Fests'were uséd to detect differences

.
L] - . J——

responsibility for wgitten work were noted, and a summary of each

teacher's-accdﬁﬁtability %ystem wag written. Using the summaries as a
f\

basis fdr comparison, the 12 teachers were then classified as those

whose systems appeared to be effective .in consistently mainfaining

-

student responsibility for written work and those whose systems N

appeared to be largely unsuccessful : : '{
\ ' ‘

This ratlng was compared o the twororﬁfinal groups of more O,

.
.

e{ﬁect1ve and Less effective ma teachers. From an analysis of this . -
. »

compar1son, 1t 'was possible to take an initial step togard evaluating ~
8

the re1at1onsh1p between procedures for magag1ng studgnts' written work
. Ve
¥y . : / s
and overa11 teachlng effectlveness in Junlor high math classes.k s
~ * ’ Y
' . L

" Results and Discussion

9 . ‘ . : :
Comparison of the accountéyllrtyﬁsystems groupings and) the
teaching effectiveness groupings indigated a high correspondence y

between cpmprehensive accountability systems and fegtive teaching/jﬁ'

junior high math classes.. Baséd on fhe efficacy of their ‘

accbuntability systems during the first 3 weeks of school, ten of the
- ° ¢ ~
. A Y

total 12 math~teggchers were placed in the same groups that they had “

A
-

A tally of teacher behaviors relevant to student accountability

v

. . » . _ .
for written work was made from classroom anecdotal records for each

~ Y
teacher. These tallies indicated ‘thé number of teachers for whom the

RN

behaviorsLmere noted and the nbgber of times the behaviors were

mentioned for each teacher. :

-~

- Tests of significance, were run on these variables. Fischer's

Exact Test was used. to detect differences in numbers of teachers in the

-

' : . . | ’ . . (‘
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in the‘average»number of times items were mentioned in mdgﬁ effective

and less effective groups.

Y
(3 I3 .‘- I3 (3 (3 N 1 . ’
The following variables achieved signi€icance at the .13 or”

) Al

smaller .level of_ probability: More.effq%tive teacherl were higher in
v i - .

. requiring precise answers and correct spelling and in recording grades,
. ’ “ N

Less effective tedchers were higher in ‘extension of .due dates,

discussion of class averages, and dead time. Teacher monitoring was \\

~
‘

significant at the .00l levél for the avefagp number of times it was

mentioned although not significant for the numbet of tedchers for whom

A

it’ was ‘mentioned. A summary is presentéd in Table 1.

\

4 1

It should be noted taﬂt cqunts in this table are based on the
. ‘ . ;

number of times an observer meﬁ;i/ned a specific behavior or'evgﬁt in ,
the anécdoEal records, rather than on direct counts of actual/téacher
+  behaviors. This is an acknowlgdgé&\limitation of Eﬁe study.
Using the five dimensions of’accountagj!gzy listed by Wor;ham and
Evertson ﬁthe 4) and, the information ;erived from enumerating ' »

’

s
pertinent teacher behaViors, procedures” of more and less effective math

' : #
e _ .
teachers were differenuiaﬁ$d as follows. . . , o _ o
. ‘ § . ) -
I. Clarity of Overall Wo)k\ggqgirements .o . ‘ "

All of the math'teaché;:\}h\both groups discussed specific work

i ' .

requirements with their classes. Teachers were unanimous in requirin
d bl

that work be doné in''pencil, and all required a particular heading.’
[} . .

Student responsibility for making.up work, instructions. for finding out

. . g ¥, .. - . . -
about missed assignments, and time limits for turning in this work were

¢ discussed more often by the effective than by ‘the less effective\

teachers. Rathefr than allowing students to take work home to complete,
¢ - . ' '.r
more effective teachers were/more likely to.insist that class work be

e ‘ . "": o ™~ ‘, -23
O
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\
turned in at the end of the period. Effective teachers also kept

students, informed of the current time during class work,‘suggesting
1 €

-

~ N T\ ' . .
Ywhere they should be in their wyrk and how much time they had left.

I/
! . ' . . .
i e dates were mentisned more by the less effective teachers.

. 4 ’ ’ - . .o‘
More e fect1ve“eachers stated the time work was due to be turned in

\and virtually never extended this time. Hence, further mention of due

-

dates by these teachiers was unnecessary. Most of the less effective
, N s \ .
\\v;eachersﬂ statements about due dgtés involved asking students how many

/

had finished their work and then almost invariably postponing the due

date. ) o ] / .

Extending due dates served to encourage students to work slow%y or

not at 811 in class, as the _greater the number of étudenis not finished

by the end of the fer1od the greater the likelihoqd of be1ng g1ven'
add1t10nal time (and therefore less work). ’ This iﬁndency might also ’

have been punishing for those students who did work in class, as they —

missed out on poss}ble classrbogT;oéializihg and were given no credit’

for having followed thelteachers' instructions. In addition, SN

frequently the less eff ctive teachers further discouraged efficient

workers by’telling them to hold their tompleted papers until the next

. day when everyone would turn them in.. The negative effect on behavior

management of this laxity regarding due dates was quite evident:. in
. . )

these classes.
!
Another noticeable difference between more.and less effective

‘.. . . 3
teachers involved their attention to the care with which students did
their work. Mere effective teachers emphasized the necessity for

preeise\%nswers’and correct spelling, and they cautioned stu%gpcs:to

check_the&; calculations before turping in papers. They also stressed
. . o : . \‘.

I - e
9 | .

.« NS ’ ”»




. Y .
the 'importance of grading carqfully when. students exchanged and graded

.each others' papers. Rather than pushing'students to wotk quickly or

noL waste time, these teachers deyonstrated théir/contern that»students
work slowly, steadily, and c;;efully. This attention to the process
. ] . )
* and the quality of student work was in’sha{; contrast t somé of the
less effective teachers' emphisis on grades and speed. e o
\ ‘
It is interestin- in light of their greater tendency to extend

due dates, to note that often the legs ‘effective teachers did -indeed

stress working quickly. This may have dommunicated mixed,message5 to

- students: "Work quickly, do not waste time; but it doesn't really

matter whether or not you finish, because you will be éive‘ more-tjhe

. ~

regardless." | . .

II. Procedurés for Communicating Assignments and Instructions tq

h o

Students ' v} . ! s, .
'h—— . i<l

- Math teachers' procedures for communicating asgjgnments to
. < ,

students varied. .Four of the less effective teachers announced that

- -

assignments would be gssted regularly in a specific place, but tde
narratives did-not indicate whether they followed up on this plan. Two

of the more effective managers had assignmentsfregula:l& posted;
2

narrdtives for the other teachers did not.mention this. Most teachers

¢ ' -
. in both groups announced assignments orally, and ué?ally had students
;//hégin working on assignments in class.  This mayksxplain why they did

\
not uniformly post assignments or require studentg to keep assignment

lists. , - ‘ : . ’

' P SR T ' ’.
Perhaps because instructions in math g lasses tended to be

. : L -

‘relatively consistent and straightforward (i.e., "Wo obkems 1-10 on
. ) . . N ., ‘ -
page 23."),.verbatim instruckjions.were generally not, rgcorded in the

-

’ : : '82 .
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narratives. More classes oflless effective teaehers showed confusién
.through questions they asked than did‘ihose of more effective 'teachers.
While excessive questions could’indicate unclear directions, in at
least one class, student confusion ref&ected lack of attention,
according to the observer. Ttris teachér, one of the le;s effective
group, apparently gave clear directions but did not require students
to be quiet and attentivg. Alsé, she was willing to repeat her
instructions and exgmples innumerable times, thus reinforcing sEudents'
inappropriat; behavior with individual attention f£om the teaéhgr:
Effective proceaures for communicating ;ssignments and-
instructions to stuéeq:s, therefore, were'seen to beiinextricably

. ' / .
connected to behavior management. Classes of ?64e effective teachers
Y

expressed less confusion as a result of the te"hers' requiring’

students' full attention while giving clear instructions.

r IIL. Jeacher Monitoring of Work in Proggeés T

jairtually ajl the math teachers in both groups were observed

circulating among students during seatwork periods and helping

% ,
individuals who indicated such a need. While this would appear-to be

an appropriate and useful teacher activity, helping individuals and

I - ) n’. . - . - L - -
prlvately answering ifidividual questions was not sufficient for
' s

effective monitoring. Monitoring as observed in all the more effective

teachers' classrooms involved keeping students working steadily as well
) -

as working correctly. Behavioral and academic concerns were both -,

addressed as these teachers consistently watched their students and

N

kept them on-task. \Effettive teachers maintained a work oriented focus
: . . 2

-

and communicated this freqeently to individuals as well as to the grgfp

as a whole: These teachers noticed and responded to off-task students™ .

1 P A 9
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



‘ .

immediately, and even when not circulating, they regularly scanned the

clagiigggggnd addressed individual students to keep them on-task. , As

¥

one observer reported, "Her eyes are all over the room." While the

number of times the teacher behayior was mentioned .in the narratives

.

. - ,
wokld admittedly depend somewhat on observer variance, the instances of
monitoring mentioned (as differentiated from circulating and helping)

* . - . Lot .
were overwhelmingly more numkrous in the effective than in the less

effective teachers' classrooms (22 instances in more effective as

.

qQpposed to si;\%nstances in less effective teachers' classrooms).-
. (S . [y

v

Related to this work—oriehted;rmphasis was the observation that

effective managers were more specific in wark assignments fbr students

\

to do upon completing tests or classwork. This work consisted of extra

credit problems or math puzzles from the textbook, chalkboard, or ditto
NI , . N ,
sheets. Having work available they were. expected to-do and teachers

whp/monitored them co sisteﬁff;\madé these students more likely to

maintain a task oriented focus tHroughout the class period, As a
’ 7

consequence they did not sit in "dead" or idle time to any noticeable

)
(Y]

extent. ' \
Students in classes of less effectiv nagers, on the other hand,
\ ' o .
were either given mnothing to do after/completing class assignments,

.

ggJ" ér given the option of doing an

CAJd vaguely to "find §§mething t
“additional asgignaent. Not "hav Ag been clearly oriente§ toward working
efficiently initiallyy these st deﬁts.werg/likely to sit for periods of
"dead" or idle time. This led

accomplished,\but increased th

inappropriate and disruptive

effective teachers.

®_ .

/ ‘
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.IV. Routines for Checking and Turhing 1n4ﬂork

. [ . 3 ®
-

A clear rout1ne used by both mare and less eﬁfectlve teachers -was

- that of "warm-ups.- These were br1ef matﬁrexetclses on the\chalkboard

’

~

for stndents to dorimmediately upon entering'the classroom.;;Students !
» ° . ‘
. were g1ven 4vor 5. minutes to work problems wh11e the teacher todk care
LN .

of "housekeeping chores such ‘as cheeklng roll apd\_psenteg perm1ts.

-

"More eﬁfectlve-teachers generally had students exchange papers in a. b
\ : ‘ L

‘.

" spec1f1ed pattern and wemt over prohlems W1th the class. The teachers T
L4

o

3

)

P
wa

elther read correct answers aloud or calLedvon students to contr1bute

-

answers. More effectlveﬁteachers then typ1ca11y ca11ed on students to
. - N - '_

report the1r grades and recorded thém 1n'5he gfade book. The th;ee 2

< ‘p«.
: less effect1Ve teachers® "who used warm-ups took papers up w1thout

Y

[

. dfscussion, thus prgviding no.review‘for.stqdents and. no immediateb
feedback yia grades:,, ~! i ,.., | \::. LA “gu .
v Homewoqk;papersvwere negnlarlp:checked in class bp both groups of

teachers."Usua&lyritudents exchanged.papers and checked each,otherS‘ l

as the teacher read correct answers t answers on the overhead } N
,P& ' oy

proJector screen, or called on students to prov1de answers. More

effective managers gengrally recorded homework grades»in_class and then

took up papers; At least two more effective managers made a point of
L] ) ..
queitiOning low grades, explaining that they made a note of whether

these students were not understgnding the work or simply not doing

their\assignmentsrr While less éffective'teachersttook up homework
Ppapers fairly often, the; rarely nade a point of recording grades.
All the more‘effective teachers képt dail} records of student work
" turned in and, made reguﬂgr contact with individual students about
.
1ncomp1ete, fate, or missing work. Less“effectlve teachers, on the ,
. : e ¥



v

other hand, tended €o take up papers without~a1ways<noting whose work

was missing or 1nd1cat1ng that grades would be recorded. . One teacher

¢

$
.in thls group regufarly had students check .their own papers desp1te

their protests that "We don't trust ourselves." Another less effective
- *

teacher whose students checked théir own papers ignored students'

r p - a . . L ‘

© 1nsert1ng.correct-answers during check;ég periods. At least two

. 'J V) . - | -

teachers in’th}s group ¢id not call studentsLto task fojfﬁ??sing papers
until.n;ar the end of the first 3'weeks. ‘The quantity.of\missing work

. . - .

?‘-yas byltheq sdggreat that it was unlikely that‘thcse stndents could
have caught up within that 3-week repcrting perrdd. \ .

r

Grades were the pr1mary form of academic- feedback to st\dents seen

V.. Regular Academic Feedback to Students

Jn Junlor high math classes’” Most teachers in both grOups had a

. ) -~ L}
- élearly'defined‘grading system, usually comprised of homework,
. . ’ - ‘ }

classwork, and test scores. Some teachers included a notebook grade,
wa—
and one teacher a110we8 students to drop the1r lowest test grade if

they had ‘taken a11 ‘the tests. Most teachers expfhlned their complete'

'grading system to students during the first few days of school, and
several teachers gave students a handout with grading information on

e

it.

An interesting difference between the two groups of teachers

-

%egarded their approach to students' actual grades. More effective

¢ .
teachers more frequently recorded students' grades, less eff€ctive

bene,

teachers more freqqently talked about . grades. ‘More effective teachers
W \ :
de students' da11y grad" puhllc when they had™students call out
scoa%s to be recorded. These-teachers generally did not comment on the

number of high or low grades i;\ﬁhe class. Rather, they were more

¥

| .
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likely to question individual students who had made a low grade to
. &« . ° '

v

/

"deEermine whether or not they needed extra help. The eﬁphasis was on -

T

) high'enough for;the teacher to jyétify progressing to ‘new material,
- » . W - ©o A ¢

\\Bove9" .and "Ho% many got ghese problems right?" Though subtle, this

[y

more frequently askKéd such quest1ons as "Ho

. L3 . - . : | ‘A
individuals' 1earn1ng and understanding the: material, with grade§

/

servinigyerely as an indication of students' success in this’ process.

Lewss effective teachers,‘although less 1:

4

)

i

shift of emphasie‘deg;acfed from.individual~accountab;11ty and the

. : . P
lmportance of learning. Rather, theq%ccus was .on class performance as

cely to record grades,

L3

-many‘students made 70 or

an _average and on. whether or noc’§ufé1c1ent\numbers of students scored’//

K - .

despite the ﬂ%ssibilicy.that ?grticular individuals might be having

difficulty. . . . 4 5
: ' i .
t s

The /Exceptionai Teachers

=
iz

Two teachers, when ;Tated .as more or less effective solely on the

' L . __// . ‘ .
basis of a summary of ‘their accountability systems, .iere placed in

» Vo

groups opposite thgizyplecement based on overall classroom management

criteria. ‘ o

Teacher 1: Less Effective Manager/More Effective Accountability

System /

/ .
/‘;
i

i

. S , .
« Teacher 1 appeared to be well organized in communicating
/ ? ‘

, Ty ~
Y

A

-

'assigngeﬁts to students and in work requirements. She -instituted clear

accountability procedures during”the'firsc few days of school and gave

>

/

freduent_remihders throughout the first 3 weeks to ensure students'

following them. She did not emphasize using care in calculations, but

she did stress using available resoyrces to learn the spelling and

meaning of vocabulary words. o ) .

i

é;; =
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_Though not consistent-in\hsr monitoring, Teacher 1 appeared to be

'faﬁily effectivé when she did monitor. She maintained a '"progress - .
= . ) ; _ . \ |

chart" on/'a bulletin board which recorded worke: that was turned in, but

shé_ﬁaq not ever described recordiq;>grades in class; &he seldom.was
] . R . Y
. . . 2+ v . )
. described/ taking up papers to check over herself. Thus, while she did
\ f . M - . ~

‘fave a clear System for keeping track of work, studepts may not have ‘'

-felt ultimately accountable wiEhouE‘daily.evidence hat Their grades
. . v . " * _4
were recorded and without the teacher's active perusal and feedback on

i

the majoiity of their work. - o . / ‘

‘According toﬁobservers; Teacher 1 génerally_go‘

studenEpf

' for appropriate

‘(attention'before giving inStructiOns. Her directiv

.

N\ - .
. . .
behavior ‘aff®r completing work, however, was vague
o orX, how

nd resulted in

2 ) ‘ ‘ . g .

stiidents' chatting among-themselves toward the end pf class periods
- < . B - . . .

with the teacher, sometimeés joining their conveérsatiqns. This could
- - _l B ’ ! '.' . - .

r 4 L . L : - .
indicate some (inconsistency in her communidat if kpectations.

Thus, while Teacher-1 appeared to havé a relatively extensive

&

accountability system and to have the Stpdehtsf attentiocp when |,

communicating it, she may have had %gps and inconsistenciks in

implementing 7it. In,additior& she did not put an emphasi;s_ on careful,r_#

. B . . N - L) a
precise work, utilize consistent monitoring, record grades in class, or
- . . .

take up papers regularly. These behaviors seem to have been salient

ones in differentiating more and less effective teachers.

Teacher 2: More Effective Manager/Less Effective Accountgbility

a

System - . _' .

Teacher, 2 was generally considered to be somewhat of an enigma by
! . haal -
observers who knew 6T her resulting effectiveness as a classroom

manager. , Observers often described her instructions as vague and

T SN

v
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A

.unclear and said that students had to .ask repeated questions to figure

out .what to de; On the second_dayfof.school,.Teacher 2»assigned a math e
. ) : ~ ‘- 14

’

- \ ) o _ .
«puzzle and indicategd khat she iptended to take up the papers.  Confused

» ’ ) : .
about what to do, several students crumpled up and threw away their

:
.

. | -

.

papers in frustration, according to the observer. The teacher Ve

[

apparepzTﬁkmade no_hove to stop them, to clarify the task, nor to take '

L3

up the papers. ) ’ - - '

‘

Teacher 2 he1d students respons1b1e for tnknang»ln make-up work .

but did not spec1fy a. procedure or a time frame for doing this. On\at

. . o .

R

jeast one occasion she urged students to do careful work, but she said ™
'+ little or nothing about overall work’ requirements.
. . . Voo .
Teacher 2 recorded grades in.class frequently, ‘although the
v ) hd t ’ ) . >.
observers noted that there was no assurance that the grades,éere

accurate, as she did not usually take up graded papers. On at least

three occasions, her monitoring of the class was mentioned, but she was

" never described specificallybas circulating and helping students with

o

seatwork, The-monitoring mentioned by the observers may therefore‘have

consisted mainly of circulating and helping, in contrast to' her
frequent practice of'sitting at her desk as students worked, apparently.

without watch1ng the c1ass at all, Several times the c1ass sat in dead

time, and one observer noted that she did not glve students enough

o
work. Only once was it noted that the teacher assigned an extra credit
’ .

problem to follow the regular~assignment. [

Comparlson of Accountablllty Systems in Math and En%%;sh Classes

Worsham and Evertson (Note 4) analyzed characteristics of

.
-

~accountability systems in junior high English classes. They found that

effective English teachers apneared to have fairly extensive overall

a5 . ' : .
N
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N W ' . Co ' ; T,
work requ1rements wh1ch they presented clearly and enforced EE ’
g
B .
cons1stently. These requirements were largely foCuSed on how neatly - .
. k]

. and completely students did the work and- followed the prescr1be‘“ .
'

format Effectréz math teachers put little emphas1s on neatness and

format, foCus1ng instead on students' work1ng accurately and ‘chéecking
. 1L ,, ]

: careful&y

"i’fore turning in papers. This d1ffe ence focus . ,

™~ iy '19
‘paralleled t%e d1fference in the nature of wrl ten work in Engllsh and

math flasses. The math format was relatj
{ . . ,

arrangement of math problems worked in pencil. The emphasisiwasfon

i

ely constant, i/e., an

. . ‘. _ . . :
"students’' performing calculations accurately. Effective'math teachers
warned agaigst carelessness and stressed check1ng and’ re-checklng*theln

«

5 ‘ . . s

\ work to help st ents learn godd work habits, and avald being penallzed

1

E\'. \ N

A “for errors ‘on work th’& actually ‘knew how to: do correctly. Englxsh

papers var1ed in k1nd from themes and essays requ1r1ng paragraphlng,
- proper Epelllng, and punctuatlon, to more objective.tasks - such as

| . : )
vocabulary and spell1ng lists and grammar worksheets. In_order to_

L

- i o '
structure ass1gnments to clarlfy expectatlons aﬂﬁ the bases of. -

S y

evaluatzon,'teachers had to speclfj deta1led requirements for the

- . A

-

< . . . . . s .
- Ti’ ! " . N Teg e
T various written assignments to a greater degree than did math -
* ; L N e
teachers. : A SN

- . . \
.

" Effective math and English teachgrs were in accord in %heir .

treatment of due dates.  1In both groups, 1nd1v1dua1 teachers var1ed in .

their rules regarding due.dates. Some téﬁihers refused to. accept -
h 1 4 )
2o ¥
gﬁ??papers later than the assigned class perlod Others accepted papers v
cH 3

until 4:00 'p.m. on the day they were due but rejected any.turned in

later. Some teachers accepted late papers. but subtracted a given <

number of points from the total score for each late;day., Still others

'

.13
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accepcedvpapers for only a certain numBer of .days after che'dueAdate,

.counting points off; but rejecting papers”after 3 days or } week.;‘When
paners uere;:naccentably late, all these teachers recorded ﬁissiné'work
‘as a.'zero. While rules varied among teacners, e%feccive teachers were

'rEmarkably cons1ste;c 1n‘enforc1ng their own individual rules about due

D)

© dates‘and V1rtua11y never made exceptions or extended time 11m1ts.

-

They set up conditions they considered to be fair wmd then enfcrced
them firmly.
Both effective nath_and English_teachers varied in their methods
. for communicating\ﬁssjgnments tors:uden;s._ In both groups, some

+( taachers 'regularly posted assignments in a specified location, while

others made\assignmencs'oraIIy. Clear directions appeared to be more
. . ] .

®

common among both groups of effective teachers than among. less

-

effecgtive teachers,~as'didﬁthe practice qalfgggﬁking student attention

#her instructibﬁé/were being given. " B ’ -
e ' . . ; \ . \',
. Both effective English and math teachers were extremely cqonsistent

’ . l - : .

in efficient monitoring techniques. hghey'did more than just circulate

: P , - . . . &
among the students during seatwork periods. These teachers were

. \ : -
systemdtlc in noting 1nd1v1dual students while mov1ng or lopklng around

"the c1assroom, and they addTessed 1nd1v1duals frequentay, usua11y

v '

privately, to keep each student accountable and on-task These’-

-

teachegg were concerned that ‘students work steadily on .classwork' as:

J

well as on tests, and their’careful m?nitoring~enab1ed'them to address
students 1mmed1ate1y -who were® not worklng as expected. The natg%e and

process of effective mon1tor1ng -- of both behqylor and’ acadghk

work -- appeared tovbe,hlghly sa11ent both math and_English classes

’ ' v .ot
‘to keeping students on-task and respogsible for their work. ,
19 ' :
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More effectlve math and Eng11sh teachers weré extremely cons1steSt

«

s1n'¥heck1ng assignments regularly. Homework was ass1gned wirtually ¢

]

every day, and a daily routine in most teachexs' classes involyed

” .

students exchanging papers and chefklng them in c1ass as directed byg
the teacher Usually the more egfectlve_teach had students sign

papers they gradgd, and at least one effective math teacher cautioned
) : 4 ,

~ .

her students to grade papers wjth care.

. '\)' ~
'} : Two key actions on the part of the more effect1ve teachérs in both I
' A e

math and Eng11sh c1asses.followed the checking period First, these

¢ 4
Y

°

as the cIass watched and listened. Next these teac '

-paperé_t%jcheck themselves. They were'thus; 4.:
accountable‘for doing their work, for, d01ngfL;_

dt accurately. A further step noted in classes”

made low grades or zeros. These teachers Hktg

were hav1ng d1ff1cu1ty and needed ektra he1p or were mot doing their

L

assignments a; all.  These teachersgtold students that they noted such
grades reéulti‘g from lack of effor€ 'in ‘their gradebook.

el ’When check1ng da11y ass1gnments 1h c1asq;\more effectiv® math and“\\

Eng11sh teachers prov1ded feedback .to, students ‘as to content as we11 as -

-

\

4a.rev1ew or fUrpher exp1anat10n pf concepts and/processes., By

-
a .

eXp1a1n1ng how to f1gure grades and hav1ng grades announced for

.record1ng purposes, teachers enabled students to hear how they stood in
- t/

relatlon.to the rest of the class gnd gave evidence of the fact that

.
1

the teachers took seriously'the_work they assigned. By taking up, ,
$ ‘

checking, and returning papers, teachershprovided additional feedback

20 )
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’ .D ) ° - . - . . . . o

by means.of written comments and possible modifications on student
grading. \- .
J ' .
Conclusions

N [ ]

. _ P

Ratings of junior Yigh math teachers' accoyntability systems
‘ . I ~

_aut of 12'€eachers, 10 were élaoed in't&ﬁlaame

S .. . . .
group on the bas,s of both sets of cr1ter1a. Using the five dimensions-
7 'A-A N y
.. }

of accountability identified by Worsham and Evertson (Note 4) in junior .
N

-

accountability [practices were found to distinguish more and iess
. . N i/

effective juniorxhigh school math teachers. Specifically, more .

effective mdffh teachers introduced add'eqforced'due dates, alloﬁing

& »
Ce b T N ‘o
.virtually nofexceptions. They took means to help\studente meet
Lo - % B
_— dead11ne§1 but;,. unlike the less effectlve classroom managers, ;did not
. o Y x . -: f
extend th ﬂead11nes. More effect1ve teacherq\emphasized care and

accuracx‘\n completlng ass1gnments and g&éﬁrly communlcated
“instructions to Attentive s"pents. ThESe teachers also monrtored

constantly” in such a way-as to keep students working both steadily and
. o R ' ‘_ ; ! ,
accurately. Less effective math teachers circulateqd often and he1ped

- . . . .
. - . -

students who requested,ft EUt wére legs’llkely—to address 1nd1v1duals

lated to maintaining a
W,

>

forf the hen bse of keep1ng them on-task.
work-oriente fqcus was the#fact that .ghe more effective manag%rs
provided‘specifie work that students were to do upon completing

g assignments in class; ‘the less effective gtoup of teachers made either

‘1o statements or only® vague comments about what students were to do -
- ! . N R . '.
after finishing their work or gave students. the option of doing‘

, additional as%}gnments. Periods .of dead time were therefore greater

.. N - | 231- .

.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



\ ~
'éyahg classes of less effective teachers, .leading to more disruptive
") . . .

and inappropriate behavior. ' r o
- 7

More and less effective math teachers used daily warm-ups to get

-

students immediately ofi-task‘'as they entered the clas§¥#0pm. Effective.
e v : ~ ‘

/ ’

teachers had students exchange and check one anotheﬁ s papets and then -

v

recorded grades and took papers up’to'check tfiemselves. They ﬁolloweé'
o .
the same pattern for daily homework assignments. wWhile lé&ss effective

~o

teachers had students check homework papers regulariy, they often

Q

allowed sfﬂGEnts to check’ the1r owny, . racher than the1r ne1ghbors
* o
papers, dhd the teachers did not generally record g;ades 1n class.

More effect1ve teachers kept careful tecords of student work and

v -
-

contacted individual students frequently about‘low grades and about

.

: . : S L
‘late or ?1§?1$g work, Less eﬁffctlve teachers tended to wait until

itear the end of the gréding_period, when some of them listed students’

missing assignmgPts. While more effective teachers usually recorded
& .

' -

grades; less effective teachers tended to ask about class‘perfﬁrmance,

- . e creqs
thus sh1ft1ng~the focus from individual respon31b111ty to class A

average.
. . - : .

In comparing more effective math and English teachers' systems of.
account&Rility, common emphases were apparent, although sometimes
. . £ ‘ . s ‘
manifested differently because of differences in the nature «of the

subjects. Where effectiye English teachers emphasized form, neatness,

A Wy ' o
and completeness, effective math teachers emphasized careful, accurate

%

calculations, . Both groups of effective managers enforced dpe dates,

w '

communicated assignments é¢learly to attentive students, and| were highly

t

. ¢ * L , ! ! .
efficient monitors. 1In monitoring, ‘they kept students on-task by

A . . . 7 . ) . ~ -
addressing individuals; they kept students working steadily as well as

o
Ao
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correctly. More effective math and English teac;E?s‘ﬁg; _students

exchange and check daily papers together. In add1t1on, they corded

~ grades in class and took up checked papers to.go over themselves.\
Thug,'Both groups of more effective teachers stressed high:qgality
work, éspecially accuracy and correctness, with form and ;ompletenésé\b
also empﬁasizquin English.’ They insisted that dtudents turn in

assigned'quk when it was due and upheld their own responfibility byf

following up on.assignmenxs in class and by grading the work students
. g

brought to class. These teachers were highly accountable to the

students and thus served as models for the fesponszgﬁe‘behiyior they

sought to instill. .
.Two Case Studies

Summax§es of .two accountability systems 1nsta11ed and 'maintained

by two .€ffective classroom managers in junior hlgn school mad{ classes

are present“31in Appendlx A and Appendlx B.

. ‘ N
Sy N L3
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: " Appendix A . ¢

& o ) C;se Study: Teacher A - i/
Teacher A reﬁuired her students to keep a nétePook.v Besidésv
holding daily assignments and tests{'the nntébook afso had a di?ﬁoed'
\\\:rade.sheet on which students were to record agg:a?erag%;gfade; for.
‘ Il . .

ach 6;:5gks period. Studenc;7:;:;d then compare their.aﬁsépge with

the teather's average to\yerify their 6fgeeks grade.,\ Majqr.teéts,
. » A - S - et
signed by’ parerits, as,welﬂ\as class notes, were also to be put in thpir
\ . v B ¢ P

-
.

notebooks. I & -~ . ’
. "" \ oo ’
By havin ‘students keep/work ‘and record gradeq\in,an organized

. -7 / , > -
notebook, Teacher A emphagié;d che,ihportggzzhz? assignments, and

demonstrated her €xpe ation'thét.students would do ﬁighzquality'work

and preserving." Studentg' ;ere held accountable for \"7

more than just‘ébmpleting daily assignments:. The comprehensive

notebook represented their responsibility for overall class. R

performance, including their ;eporq’éard grade.
: AN >

. Class rules were posted, and students éopied them on the first day
- for their notebook. As Teacher A discussed each‘rule,vshe walked
) * ) > .
around the clasg;oom, checking to see that the stMHents were copyig§ .
" S . : L

them. She told students to return after school if they did not finlsh
/ ' ' .

»

before the end of the period, thus hoidiné,them responsible for

. completing their work from the first day. She emphasized that these

‘rules would hold true with a substitute teacher, as well as when she

. X x .
w@s present, thus indicating that students' responsibility for their:

b ior did not abate with her absence.
F' Teacher A always stood just iqfide the door as students entered

H ’ ’ “. . ’
the classroom. The day's asi}gnments were written on the front

<6 .

-

I




R . : . . .
board, as ‘well as warm-up exercises which students were to do

LS : . ’ .
immediately upon entering. Wax;r\n—upks we@e to be handed in when the

teacher finished checking roll. She pointed out thdt to complete work

* within the time limits, students "must get into the habit of starting

' ¥ .. ; : :

DI NP ) . :
work when you enter the room." Warm-ups were always graded and

i v

. S, .
- returned to students, either at the end of the period or the following

.

day. Here the teacher took respdnsibility for setting the stage for
on-task behavior. She had exerciges on the board when students

entergd, she recorded grades, and she gave regular feedback on student

B
performance, \

) L]
Homework was always checked and had to tf? turned in on time (2

avoid a zero. The teacher explained to students that it would rot be

fair to those who got their homework in on time for others to have more
time with the chani7]td copy answers off someone else's completed

paper. She discussed how to average grades and demonstrated to

o .
»  students the effect a zero could have on-a homework average.

CIPH .

The first time’she assigned homework, Teacher A provided ample
. . ) [

.
-~

class time -for students to get it- well underway. She explained that
N : Ean
she wanted to answer any initial questions and help students "establish

a pattern"~for doing their homeworg-correctly. Thus, she served as a
: : ‘

model, both by upholding her reSpqnéibility for helping scudénts iearn;
and By stressing Epé importance of tge qual%tybof their work.

.The first time.stJdéntq returned t; class with a hqﬁework
assignment, she'gave explicit i;strgctions on haﬁ t;Hexchange gnq mark

-

p8p€r§:  She admonished students to listen carefull¥ to her' ._J

instructions for exchanging papers, as she gould have ‘them do it
’ -~

. differently on differeng,days. Teacher A gave careful instructions for -

A T
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>

M . N ' . . vo ~ . - L
grading, telling students to deduct 5 points if work was not done in
. L B ii .

pencil, and if the answers -were written withoyt the problems being
‘ ' ' MY

“copied. She either dictated or called on students for ansGéfs to

- r N
problems ‘as they checked, requesting that correct answers be given,

regardless of the answer on the paper they were grading. She repeated

each answer to be sure everyone heard it and often wrote answers on the .

'boardaw She frequehtly checked to see how many missed a particular

problem, and if there weére many, she explained the\gfoblem in some
. o

4

detail. During checking periods, she walked. around the room looking at
" s

students' bapers, Finally,*ﬁhe told them step—by—steg how to.determine
’ : )
the grade anqhto“pass gradggl papers quietly back to their owners.
- A S,
Again, Teacher A wgs actively accepting her respomsibility for enabling

students to learn. By going over problems most students found

difficult, .she demonstrated her concern for their learning and her own

accountability to them.

¢ Teacher A called on students for their grades,and're&orded them in

her gradebook. If students thought' their papers had been graded
L

iﬁcorrectly,vthey"were to tell her the érade they were givén and'put

" their paper in a designated place on her desk. She then checked it- at _

the end of the period. Students who had beén absent‘were to give her
their papers to be checked. When st;denfs reporteé ipw gfades,:she
asked if they had finished the assignment. If they had missed broblems
through lack of understanding, she promised to Help them later. For
those who had not finished gLe assignment,.sﬁe explained that shg‘pgt a
star beside the grade in her book. 'If she contacted pafents:later; she.
‘then kﬂzw whether students with low grades were d&iﬁgﬁwork incorrectly,

-

or were simply not leting homework assignment®. She reminded

.28
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'étudents to record grades on their gradé sheets and pgriodically told \
them how many grades they-should have listea. | |

By allowing.sthdents to qggétion.their grades,uxgachér A éhgwed
that she expected them to think critically; bocﬁl{nAth.process of
gradiﬁg, and in deéiding whether to accept or ch;ilengebgbfi:¥own
grade. By m;rking.incompléte assignments, the teachér actually
accomplished two purposes. She pointed out the qualitative diffe;ence
between trying and not trying to acéémplish learning tasks she had

.Y';,’."'.;',’ . #*
assigned, as well as recqrding qualitative information to use in

~

possible contacts with parents. .

When Teacher A, gave a.test, she had students use a coversheet.

v v . .
Upon finishing, thJ; were to stack their test papers face down on a

table. She walked around the classroom during "the test, saying she did
' ’ . LI 4

not want to be able to see any answers. Aftgr tests were turned in,

students were to work on the next assignment or on an extra credit

problem which was always on the back chalkﬁbhfd. Teacher A chutjongd

‘students to check over their work and to be. sure they had an "A" paper

v

before turning it in.

Teacher A kept students task oriented by always having meaningful

work for them to do. In this way, she communicated her belief that

this content was worthy.of their attention and that class time was tq

be used efficiently, . v s
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Appendix B,
Case Study: Teacher B

On the first’day of school-Teacher B said she expectedhthe
atudents, as eighth graders, to be respons1b1e for bringing materials

to class every day. She would lend ‘them books and’ papers if necessary,

but would pgnalize them\wlth 30«m}nutes detention as well. She told

students that their work must all be in pencil ‘and that it must be
-c1ear,.1egibie, and not messy. If work was in ink or messy, she said

g
she would’ "Junk it."’ She referred to th1s repeatedly dur1ng the first

3 weeks, saying that if students did not get a paper back it was

either because‘ippy did not turn one in, did not put theit name on it, ,

Fad S

or did the paper in ink or illegibly.

She gave specific instruetions before every assignment, reminding
students to use ‘pencil and to put the proper heading, as well as
eautioning them»to»wsrk carefully.and'aecurately; Preblems were. on the

l hdard wheg .students entered the c1assrodn,iboth_at the beginniné of
c1assnand«after lunch. Directions were also on the board; and -
Teacher.B read.these aloud as students began working. ‘When shgwuanted
students to do something'new or differently, she'demonstrated and had
'students ansyer questlons to show that they understood .

In giving instructions Teacher B e1ther waited for or act1ve1y
obtalned everyone 's attentlon. She also announced time limits and/or
due dates and rem1nded students to work earefully, to show or net‘ﬁéz:
show -their work, and to éheektsver thetr uorh.befote.turning in papers.f
After'having students grade papers in‘ciass,'she alyowed questions and‘
usuali} could‘say, "I‘told ysuathat" before repeating an answer. In

"o

N



l o Y . N ‘ R
giving a test she cold students hpeciflcally how to pace their work,
.J
so they .would be ready ‘to start Part 2 after the lunch break. -

_{, / J )

Asslgnments were 11sted dqlly on posters in th% back of the room,
‘and due dates were ehforged 'Students returning from an absence were
¥ ;* o 'R l
to turn in m1ssed asslgnmenbs within as many da ys as they had been

absent. She took up v1rtua11y all student work e1ther to grade
}‘, N o o -~

herself or to check over afterﬁlt was graded 1n‘t1ass. When having
,\r, b X .

séudents exchange and grade.pape s, she went over -each problem and/or

l
; ul 3 M

;answer often writing work oﬁ %he chalkboard that she expected stude~ts 5

'to have on the1r_papers. ReJectlng papers that did not meet her work -
standards, she recorded the grades of those that did, ,and returned work

while reminding students to note whether they needed to make up or redo

v

any papers, : _ r

s v

Students knew when to pass papers ‘to the front (warm-ups and
. N, ‘ :

homewor®). and when to give them directly to her (tests). Daily
assignments usually consisted of homework that students started in

class, with the time gauged so they did not finish by the end of the

‘class period. .Teacher B monitbred actjvely and kept them on-task until .

the end of the class period.

.

..Academic feedback was provided daily when students graded their

own homework assignments and/or warm-ups. Teacher B returned work
before tests and urged students to study their papers as a review for
. . , \

the test.' She encouraged questions about anything students did ot
understand and reminded them-periodically that she was always available
before and after school to provide help.

, . .

When students began working on an assignment, Teacher B walked

systematically up and down the rows looking at their work. She
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frequently scanned the class and helped students in the order in which.
. ‘ \

they raised their hands. On the rare occasion -that she noted an area

of confusion that seemed faifly widespread, she clarified it. for .the

whole'class. During tests, Teacher B.sometimes worked at her desk, but
‘the observer said;b"Hefkéygs are all over the room." She remipded '
students before fests that talking would result in a zero, and she

waited until everyone was quiet- and readyérefore passing out test

.ﬁapers.
Teacher B served as. an exéellent model for her students; béing
consistently accountable to them in helping, answering questions, and
*  reminding them of requifements, as well ;s by enfofqing her
.expectations. <‘She ;toed on-task througﬁout the éias%rp‘ jods, and saw .

. to it that students remained on-task as well.

LY T .
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Table 1

Observed Teacher Behaviors Related to Accountability .

. ‘Number Teachers ; Average Number
. for Whom Mentioned Times Mentioned
More Less More Less
Event Effective Effective p Effective Effective P
. . I

Due dates enforced 2 2 NS .5 ) NS
Due dates extended 0 5 .01 0 1.5 " ,02°
Precise, answers, ) '

correct spelling 5 2 .12 1.667 Y |
‘Teacher monitors 6 .4 . NS 4.167. 1;167. «.001

* Work to do ) '

when finished, Uy 4 _.Ns 2 .833 NS
Students in R ﬁ? ' .

dead time 1 4 .12 .333 ©1.333 .12
Warm-ups 5 3 NS - 1.333 2.5 NS
Grades recorded 5 2 A2 2,167 .5 .07
Teacher takes . o . . ‘ - .

up papera 6 6 NS 4,333 - 5.167 NS
Class average - é \ . )

discussed . 1 -4 Y 167 1 A3
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